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threat or a prior incident. However, this means is very reactionary and does not fully secure 
one's desire for appropriate self-defense. 

2) Background: Peruta v. County of San Diego: For approving a license to carry a concealed
firearm, the County of San Diego required that an applicant show that good cause exists for
issuance of the license and provided that generalized self defense could not serve as good
cause. Mr. Peruta, a San Diego County resident, contested the condition as
unconstitutionally abridging his Second Amendment right to bear arm. The U.S. District
Court for the Southern District of California ruled against Mr. Peruta in a summary
judgment, and Mr. Peruta appealed. In a 2-to-1 decision, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the
Ninth Circuit held that "the Second Amendment does require that the states permit some form
of carry for self-defense outside the home." (Peruta v. County of San Diego (2014) 742 F.3d
1144, 1172.) The majority went on to state that "concealed carry per se does not fall outside
the scope of the right to bear arms; but insistence upon a particular mode of carry does."
(Ibid) The dissent felt that the county's "good cause" policy fell squarely within the
Supreme Court's definition of a presumptively lawful regulatory measure.

On February 27, 2014, the Department of Justice, on behalf of the state, filed a motion to for 
en bane review of the decision. On June 9, 2016 the en bane court affirmed the lower court 
ruling, saying that, "there is no Second Amendment right for members of the general public 
to carry concealed firearms in public." 

3) Argument in Opposition: According to the California Chapters of the Brady Campaign to
Prevent Gun Violence, "Existing law gives sheriffs and chiefs of municipal police
departments the discretion to issue permits for the carrying of concealed and loaded firearms
(CCW permits). Law enforcement must find that good cause exists, that the applicant is of
good moral character, is a resident or employed within the jurisdiction, and has completed a
course of training, This bill would for all practical purposes eliminate the need to
demonstrate good cause.

"AB 757 would define 'good cause' for the issuance of a CCW permit to include self
defense, defending the life of another, or preventing crime in which human life is threatened. 
Under this provision, a permit applicant shall not be required to prove the existence of 
specific circumstances regarding his or her stated good cause. Furthermore, the bill allows a 
sheriff or chief to simple determine good cause by considering Article 1 of the California 
constitution or "the value of concealed firearms in deterring violent crime. 

"The 'good cause' standard is a reasonable standard. The desire to carry a concealed firearm 
is often justified by the need for self-defense or protection of others. For issuance of a permit, 
an applicant should have to affirmatively demonstrate that a real threat exists, rather than an 
imaginary or theoretical threat. If the good cause definition contained in AB 757 were to be 
applied, then any person wanting to carry a concealed weapon would have to be issued a 
permit. The only remaining constraint on obtaining a permit would be the ability to pass a 
criminal and mental health background check, which is a very low standard for carrying a 
loaded, hidden gun in public. The Brady Campaign believes that sheriffs and chiefs must be 
allowed to retain discretion to deny CCW permits when they believe that no credible threat 
exists and that it is in public interest to do so." 
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4) Argument in Support: According to the California Rifle and Pistol Association, "Under
current law, a county sheriff or municipal police chief uses their own discretion to decide if
an applicant qualifies for a concealed carry weapon (CCW) permit. Aside from background
checks and meeting the appropriate requirements, the most challenging obstacles are for
applicants to prove "good moral character" and "good cause." Existing code leaves "good
cause" undefined. Do to this oversight, law enforcement agencies are allowed to use
whatever discretion they choose to determine which applicants have provided sufficient
justification.

"Currently, citizens seeking to apply for a CCW permit face uncertainty and confusion 
throughout the process. The omission of defining 'good cause' has resulted in the unequal 
application of the law across the state and arbitrary denial of CCW permits to many 
Californians. Depending on the county someone resides in, an individual may be denied 
their request for a CCW despite passing the background check and meeting all the other 
requirements. In some communities throughout California, the standard policy is to deny, 
essentially, all requests for CCW. AB 757 would define the term 'good cause' in the penal 
code and ensure that all Californians are afforded equal protection under the law. Over the 
years, California's restrictive CCW laws prompted a number oflawsuits, one of which was 
recently appealed to the United States Supreme Court and another was recently filed in Los 
Angeles. California may continue to face costly legal challenges for years to come until 
something is changed. 11 

5) Prior Legislation:

a) AB 871 (Jones), of the 2013-2014 Legislative Session, would have provided that "good
cause" for the issuance of a license to carry a concealed handgun by a sheriff of a county
or a chief of a municipal police force includes, but is not limited to, personal protection or
self-defense. AB 871 failed passage in this committee.

b) AB 1563 (Donnelly), of the 2013-2014 Legislative Session, would have required the
Department of Justice Requires DOJ to issue a license to carry a concealed handgun upon
the person within 30 days of submission of a completed application, as specified and with
certain exceptions. AB 1563 failed passage in this committee.

c) AB 2376 (Halderman), of the 2011-2012 Legislative Session, would have defined "good
cause" for the issuance of a license to carry a concealed handgun, by a sheriff of a county
or a chief of a municipal police force, to include, but not limited to, if the applicant has a
report on file with a law enforcement agency evidencing that he or she is a victim of a
hate crime. AB 2376 failed passage in this committee.

d) AB 2615 (Jones), of the 2011-2012 Legislative Session, would have provided that "good
cause" for the issuance of a license to carry a concealable firearm includes, but is not
limited to, self-defense and personal protection. AB 2615 failed passage in this
committee.

e) AB 357 (Knight), of the 2009-2010 Legislative Session, would have deleted the "good
cause" requirement for the issuance of a license to carry a concealed handgun upon the
person and would have required issuance if the applicant was of good moral character
and met other criteria relating to residency and training. AB 357 failed passage in this




















































